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STUDIES IN PIERS THE PLOWMAN 

II. THK BURDEN OF PROOF: THE TESTIMONY OF THE MSS; THE 
NAME OF THE AUTHOR 

If, as I have pointed out in the article' to which the present one is 
a sequel, the theory of the single authorship of all the texts of Piers 
the Plowman has in its favor an initial presumption so strong as to 
place the burden of proof upon those who attack that theory, this 
presumption must rest upon some or all of the following grounds: 
(1) antecedent probability; (2) "tradition"; (3) the testimony of 
the MSS; (4) the evidence we have in regard to the name of the 
author. I have already tried to show that no presumption in favor 
of single authorship can be founded either upon antecedent probabil- 
ity or upon scholarly tradition. It still remains for us to inquire 
whether the testimony of the MSS and the evidence we have in 
regard to the author's name furnish any ground for a presumption 
in favor of the theory of single authorship. I shall include imder 
the not very precise term "testimony of the MSS" not merely the 
evidence which external features of the MSS afford as to the relations 
of the various texts to each other, but also such evidence as the texts 
themselves furnish in regard to this point. 

The question of the mutual relations of the texts is a threefold 
one, involving a consideration of the relation (1) of A' to A^; (2) of 
Ai and AHo B; and (3) of B to C. 

In a certain sense it is true that the A-text, consisting of the 
Vision of William concerning Piers the Plowman {h}) and the Vita 
de Dowel, Dobet, et Dobest secundum Wyt et Resoun (A^), is a literary 
unit, for the Vita, beginning: 

Thus i-robed in russet romed I a-boute, 

is so linked by its opening lines to the Vision that precedes it in the 
MSS that it is manifestly not an independent work complete in itself. 
But when we look at the A-text from the point of view of the Vision, 
the case is altogether different. The Vision taken by itself is a 

I Modern Philology, XI, 177 ff. 
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20 Samuel Moore 

complete literary unit; it neither promises nor needs a continuation. 
It is true that Dowel plays an important part in Passus VIII of the 
Vision, but there is no mention there of Dobet and Dobest, who, in 
the Vita, are scarcely less important than Dowel.* Moreover, the 
part which Dowel, Dobet, and Dobest play in the Vita is funda- 
mentally different from that which Dowel plays in the concluding 
passus of the Vision. The theme of the Vita is the dreamer's quest 
of the three virtues — his search for their abiding-place and his pur- 
suit of his inquiry as to what they really are. The three virtues 
constitute a problem, which the dreamer ceaselessly endeavors to 
solve. In the Vision, on the other hand, there is no problem at all 
as to the meaning of Dowel. "Dowel" is merely an abridged 
expression for the idea contained in the words: 

.... dowel, and haue wel and god schal haue thi soule,^ 

which in turn are a paraphrase of the words of the pardon: 

Et qui bona egerunt, ibunt in vitam eternam.' 

The poet's interpretation of the terms of the pardon is set forth in 
VIII. 1-89; we may sum it up by saying that the pardon is granted 
to those who fulfil the duties of the state of life to which God has 
called them. These, then, are those "qui bona egerunt"; to do 
this is "Dowel." There is no indication that the poet even con- 
sidered the possibility of any other interpretation of Dowel, or that 
the dreamer was in the slightest doubt with regard to its meaning. 

■ Passus IX begins with the search for Dowel alone. The dreamer first inquires of 
two friars where Dowel dwells; one of them replies that he dwells with them and (after 
some further talk) defines Dowel as charity (A. IX. 41). The dreamer, professing himself 
imable to understand the friar's words, continues his search. Presently (at 1. 58) he falls 
asleep and has a vision of Thought. The dreamer inquires of him where Dowel dwells, 
and Thought replies with a definition of Dowel, Dobet, and Dobest (A. IX. 69 ff.). The 
dreamer is grateful for Thought's Instruction, but is not satisfied, saying: 

More kuynde knowynge I coueyte to here, 

Hou Dowel and Dobet and Dobest beth on eorthe (A. IX. 103 f.). 

The dreamer and Thought proceed then to Wit, disputing about Dowel as they go. When 
they meet with Wit, the dreamer (using Thought as a spokesman) asks: 

Wher Dowel and Dobet and Dobest beoth in londe (A. IX. 117). 
Wit's reply to this inquiry is a discussion of all three virtues, and occupies (with its 
digressions) the whole of Passus X. Finally, when the dreamer goes on to Clergy to 
pursue his investigations, he says that he has been sent by Wit and Study 

To leome at 30U Dowel and Dobet after, 

And setthen afturward to seo sumwhat of Dobest (A. XI. 177 f.) ; 

the conversation that follows concerns all three of the virtues. 

• A. VIII. 97. 3 Following A. VIII. 95. 
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Studies in "Piers the Plowman" 21 

The dreamer's reflections (A. VIII. 132 £f.), which conclude the 
Vision, concern the truthfulness of dreams and the relation of 
Dowel to indulgences, and do not even remotely suggest that he was 
dissatisfied with the interpretation of Dowel which is set forth in 
the former part of Passus VIII. In short, though the Vita is 
obviously a continuation of the Vision, the Vision is complete in 
itself and contains no evidence whatever that its author contem- 
plated a continuation or that the concluding passus of the Vision 
was intended to lead up to the Vita. This fact alone does not of 
course prove, or even tend to prove, that the Vision and the Vita 
were not the work of the same author. Neither does it lend any 
support to the hypothesis of a common authorship of A' and A^. 

The external features of the MSS of the A-text corroborate in 
the most unambiguous manner the inferences I have drawn from 
the texts themselves. The colophon which in all of the MSS stands 
at the junction between the Vision and the Vita shows that the 
A-text was regarded as consisting of two poems. This was recog- 
nized by Mr. Skeat from the first, for he said in his introduction to 
the A-text in 1867: 

The whole poem is called "Piers Plowman" only by a certain latitude of 
phrase, and the Passus have been in this volume numbered from I. to XI. 
merely as a matter of convenience. Strictly speaking, this is incorrect. 
There are really two poems, each perfectly distinct from the other, with differ- 
ent titles, and separate prologues Each poem is complete in itself, 

and the concluding passages of each are wrought with peculiar care with a 
view to giving them such completeness, by stating, at the end of each' the 
result which in each case the author wished to bring out strongly. The 
only connection between them is that the second is a sort of continuation of 
the first, and supposes that the dreamer, not being wholly satisfied with the 
first result of his inquiries, sets out once more to renew and extend them. 
.... This is very clearly shewn by the titles of the different Passus in the 
A-type MSS. In none of them is there any title to the Prologue to the first 
poem, but the succeeding Passus are numbered from I. to VIII. in MSS 
T, H, U, H2, and D, except where a title is occasionally lost, or where (once 
only in H) it is miswritten. But the Prologue to "Dowel, &c." has the 
following titles: 

Incipit hie dowel, dobet. and dobest V; 

> At the time at which Mr. Slieat wrote these words he was of opinion that the Vita 
ended with the last line of Passus XI. 
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22 Samuel Mooke 

Explicit hie visio willelmi de Petro de Ploujman: Eciam incipit vita de 
do-wel dobet et dobest, secundum wyt et resoun T; 

Explicit hie visio wiUelmi de petro plowman, Et hie incipit dowel dobet 
et dobest secundum wit et resoun U; 

Explicit hie visio willelmi de petro the ploujman; Eciam incipit uita de 
dowel and dobest, secundum wit et reson H2; 

Vita de Dowel Dobet and Dobest secundum wyt and resoun D. 

The last two Passus are called Passus primus (and secundus) de dowel, 
&c., in T and H2 and the same in U, omitting the &c. In D the former of 
them has the very significant title. Primus passus in secundo lihro} 

The MSS of the A-text, therefore, and the texts themselves,'' furnish 
no basis for a presumption in favor of the common authorship of 
Ai and A". 

The most casual examination of the B-text shows us that we have 
not before us a mere revision, but a thorough remaking of the earlier 
text. The Vision is expanded from 1,833 lines to 2,400; the Vita is 
expanded from 634 lines' to 806, and is further amplified by the 
addition of more than 4,000 lines which have no counterpart in A^. 
The thoroughness of this remaking obliges us to consider the hypothe- 
sis that the B-text is not the work of the author (or authors) of the 

> Piers Plowman, E.B.T.S., Part I, pp. xxiv, xxv. The Duke of Westminster's MS 
has at the beginning of Passus IX the rubric: "Sequitur prologus de dowel, dobett, et 
dobest" (Slieat, Piers Plowman, E.E.T.S., Part IV, p. 854). MSS Harleian 3954; 
Trinity College, Dublin, D. 4. 12; Lincoln's Inn 150; and Harleian 875 are lacking at 
this point. For information in regard to the other MSS I am indebted to the kindness 
of my friend Mr. Thomas A. Knott. MS Digby 145 has: "ExpUcit Visio hie Incipit 
vita de dowell dobett & dobest secundum witt & Resoun." MS Rawlinson Poet. 137 
has: "Explicit hie visio Willi de petro &c Et hie incipit vita de dowel, dobet. & dobest. 
secundum wit & resoun." MS Ingilby has: "Explicit visio willelmi de Petro Plowhman 
Hie incipit vita de dowele dobet & dobest secimdum wit & resoun." MS Ashmole 1468 
has: " Hie incipit vita de dowel dobet & dobest." 

Mr. Chambers is unquestionably correct in concluding that this colophon was 
present in the archetype of all the extant A-text MSS (.Modem Language Review, VI, 313). 
When Mr. Jusserand, in a desperate effort to find evidence to support Us contention that 
the A-text is a unit, says: "MSS containing the three episodes of Meed, Piers Plowman 
properly so called, and Dowel, begin thus: ' Hie incipit liber qui vocatur pers plowman' ; 
and end thus: 'Explicit tractatus de perys plowman'" (Modem Philology, VI, 278), 
referring to colophons in two different MSS, he ignores the fact that the first of these 
MSS (Rawlinson Poet. 137) clearly distinguishes the Vision from the Vila by the colo- 
phon already quoted, and that the second of the MSS (Harl. 3954), besides being a mix- 
ture of the A- and B-texts, omits A. VIII. 114-IX. 97. Lacking the point of juncture 
between the Vision and the Vita, it necessarily lacks the colophon which occurs there in 
all the other MSS that are complete up to this point. This information as to the lacuna 
in Harl. 3954 I owe to Mr. Knott. 

2 It will be understood that I am considering here only such evidence as bears upon 
the question whether the A-text consists of one work or of two, not evidence of a purely 
internal character. 

' For reasons that will be set forth later, I regard all of Passus XII as the work of 
John But and therefore ignore it in tliis reckoning. 
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Studies in "Piers the Plowman" 23 

original work. I do not know how this hypothesis can be ignored 
except upon the assumption that a mediaeval writer never appropri- 
ated and expanded in this fashion literary material that was not of 
his own composition. 

The solution of the problem of the A- and B-texts will depend to 
a considerable extent upon the conclusions that scholars reach in 
regard to the authorship of A* and A*. If A' and A^ are proved to 
be the work of the same writer, it will be difficult (I should think) to 
prove that the B-text is not the work of the same man. But if A' 
and A'' are proved to be the work of different writers, there will be 
at least two hypotheses to be considered with regard to the author- 
ship of the B-text. The writer of the B-text was either the author 
of A^, or else he was one who had no share in the composition of the 
A-text.' The texts themselves (apart from purely internal evidence) 
furnish little ground for a choice between these two hypotheses, but 
the MSS of the A-text contain a hint that we cannot afford to ignore. 
The title Dowel, Dobet, et Dobest, secundum Wyt et Resoun appears in 
all but three of the MSS which contain the begiiming of the Vita 
and may very well (upon the evidence of the genealogical relations 
of the MSS) be an original feature of the text.'' If not an original 
feature of the text, it must have been introduced very early in the 
process of MS transmission. It is difficult, however, to conceive 
how this title should have been added to the text after it had left 
the author's hands. If the title were Dowel, Dobet, et Dobest, secun- 
dum Wyt et Clergie, we could readily understand how a scribe might 
have supplied it out of the text, for Dowel, Dobet, and Dobest are 
the subject of the poem, and Wyt and Clergie are the characters 
who take the largest part in the discussion of the three virtues. 
But Resoun is not even mentioned in A''; he does not appear until 
we meet with him in Passus XI of the B-text.' It seems most 

' It Is a mere possibility that the author of the B-text was the author ol A' but not of 
A', but I cannot regard the hypothesis as one that deserves very serious consideration. 

2 For the evidence see note 1, p. 22, and the passage previously quoted from Skeat. 
It is certain that this title was in the archetype of the large and important group of MSS 
which Chambers and Grattan (Modern Language Review, IV, 357 fl.) call the TU group. 
The Lincoln's Inn MS (which Chambers and Grattan believe to be independent of both 
the two chief groups of MSS, TU and VH) does not contain this part of the text. The 
reading of the common original of the VH group cannot be determined, for MS Harl. 875 
ends at A. VIII. 144. The Vernon MS has only, " Incipit hie Dowel Dobet and Dobest." 

• B. XI. 367. 
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probable, therefore, that the title originated with the author of A^. 
If so, it is clear at least that in Passus IX-XI of A he did not execute 
all that he had planned of Dowel, Dobet, and Dobest. 

Even if we grant, however, that the author of A^ had planned a 
more extensive work than he actually executed, it by no means 
necessarily follows that the writer of A^ was the writer of B. It is 
possible that some other writer, finding in the text this hint of the 
author's plan, undertook to complete his work and followed out 
his suggestion by introducing Resoun in Passus XI. This hypothe- 
sis is to me less satisfactory than the hypothesis that the author of A^ 
himself carried out the plan he had formed, first revising all of the 
A-text, the Vision as well as his own first draft of the Vita. But 
from the evidence we have before us we cannot definitely accept or 
reject either of these hypotheses. If we are unable to obtain addi- 
tional direct evidence, our decision in favor of one or the other of them 
must be guided by the internal evidence of the texts. 

For solving the problem of the C-text we must depend upon 
internal evidence alone, for the texts and MSS furnish us with no 
direct evidence whatever. Since we have to deal with a fresh 
redaction of the material of the B-text, a redaction which, though 
less radical than that which B made of the A-text, introduces innu- 
merable small changes and numerous important ones, we must give 
equal consideration to both the hypotheses that are open to us, for 
a priori considerations are of no value for deciding whether the 
C-text is the work of the author of the B-text or whether it is the 
work of a different writer. In the absence of external evidence there 
is no presumption in favor of either hypothesis; it is a problem for 
investigation. 

The results of the foregoing examination of the MSS and texts 
may be summed up briefly in the statement that they contain no 
evidence whatever in favor of the hypothesis that all the texts of 
Piers the Plowman are the work of a single author. We have found 
nothing that is inconsistent with the hypothesis that at least three 
writers were concerned with the composition of the texts. The two 
works that make up the A-text may very well have been the work of 
two different men, and the C-text, so far as the evidence shows, may 
very well have been composed by a man who had no share in the 
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Studies in "Piers the Plowman" 25 

writing of the A-text. The evidence we have so far considered is 
equally consistent with either of these two hypotheses, single author- 
ship or multiple authorship. We have, however, found evidence that 
suggests that the B-text was written by the author of the Vita of the 
A-text. But this evidence cannot, with the facilities that are avail- 
able for testing its precise value, be accepted as conclusive. 

Our examination of the evidence we have in regard to the name 
of the author of Piers the Plowman will be facilitated by considering 
first the evidence for the name Will, and afterward the evidence for 
combinations of a Christian name with a surname. 

In the first place, though the texts of A^, B, and C unquestionably 
give to the dreamer of these visions the name Will, the text of A' does 
not unquestionably do so. The only passage in A' that affords any 
ground for accepting Will as the name of the dreamer is the following: 
Thenne were marchaundes murie thai wopen for ioye, 
And geeuen wille for his writynge woUene clothes; 
For he copiede thus heore cause thai couden him gret thonk 

[A. VIII. 42 ff.]. 

Mr. Skeat interpreted these lines as evidence that the dreamer 
(or author) is called Will in A' as well as in the later texts.' It cannot 
perhaps be absolutely proved that this interpretation is wrong and 
that the writer of A' did not intend to give to the dreamer the name 
Will, but if this was his intention he expressed his meaning in a very 
obscure manner. For it cannot be denied that grave difficulties 
are involved in the interpretation Mr. Skeat gave to the passage. 
Mr. Manly has pointed out that nowhere else in A does the author 
speak of himself in the third person; and that, though Will is repre- 
sented as copying the pardon in the passage just quoted, the dreamer 
represents himself, fifty lines farther on, as looking over the shoulders 
of Piers and the priest in order to see what the pardon contained.^ 

1 Piers Plowman, Pt. IV, p. 184. 

^ Modern Philology, VII, 141, note. The passage Mr. Manly refers to is as follows: 
And Pers at his preyere the pardon vnfoldeth. 
And I bi-hynden hem bothe bi-heold al the bulle. 
In two lynes hit lay and not a lettre more. 
And was i-writen riht thus in witnesso of treuthe: 
Et qui bona egerunt, etc. [A. VIII. 92 fit.]. 
Mr. Chambers, in the Modern Language Review, V, 30, seems to acknowledge the force 
of Mr. Manly's second objection, for he says: "These lines [A. VIII. 42 St.] cannot refer 
to ... . the figure who stands behind Piers and peeps over his shoulder at the charter. 
.... The linos have no meaning unless they marli the name of the writer of the vision." 
Does Mr. Chambers mean to argue that the passage does not prove that the dreamer in 
A' is named Will, but that it does prove that the author of A' bore this name ? If so, 
his position seems to me, so far as I can understand it, to be an absolutely untenable one. 
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26 Samuel Moore 

The difficulties Mr. Manly points out are such grave ones that, if 
they do not render quite untenable Mr. Skeat's interpretation of 
A. VIII. 42 ff., they at least make it impossible to use that interpre- 
tation as a basis of argument. We must therefore refrain from the 
assumption that the author of A' represents the dreamer as bearing 
the name Will. 

A much more important piece of evidence in regard to the name 
of the author of A' is the colophon between A^ and A^, which (as we 
have seen) gives to A' the title " Visio Willelmi de Petro Plowman." 
This might seem, at first sight, strong evidence (or even proof) 
that the author of A' was named William. So indeed he may have 
been, but before we assume the fact as a basis for argument we must 
make sure that we are not arbitrarily ignoring other possibilities. 
The title "Visio Willelmi de Petro Plowman" has the same weight 
of MS authority as the phrase "secundum Wyt et Resoun" in the 
title given to the Vita} It certainly occurred in the archetype of 
the large group of MSS which Chambers and Grattan call the TU 
group,^ and it may have occurred in the archetype of all the extant 
MSS of the A-text. 

The value of the title as evidence of the author's name depends 
upon who first wrote it and what were his sources of information. 
The title "Visio de Petro Plowman" (without "Willelmi") might 
have been given to the poem by any early reader or scribe, for it 
obviously requires for its composition only a knowledge of the text 
itself. With the word "Willelmi" the case is not necessarily differ- 
ent, for there are a number of possibilities as to its origin: (1) It 
originated with the author of A^ (2) The title (or the word "Will- 
elmi" in the title) was introduced into the text, not by the author of 
A', but by someone who had first-hand information in regard to the 
authorship of the poem. (3) The title (or the word "Willelmi") 
was introduced into the text by an early reader or scribe who, 
like Mr. Skeat, interpreted A. VIII. 43 as evidence that the author's 
(or dreamer's) name was Will. (4) The title (or the word "Willelmi ") 

> For the evidence see note 1, p. 22, and the passage previously quoted from Skeat. 

» See note 2, p. 23, above. Two MSS which testify to "secundum Wyt et Resovm" 
do not testify to "Willelmi," but the MSS that do contain this reading are so distributed 
among the subgroups that there can be no doubt as to the reading of the original of the TU 
group. 
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Stttdies in "Piers the Plowman" 27 

was introduced into the text, after A^ was attached to A', by an early 
reader or scribe who noticed that in A^ the dreamer is called Will.^ 
I cannot see that any one of these four possible explanations is 
superior in probability to any other. If (1) or (2) is the correct 
explanation, we have strong evidence that the name of the author of 
the Vision was William. If (3) or (4) is the correct explanation, 
we have no evidence at all. In a word, this piece of evidence turns out 
on examination to be thoroughly ambiguous. 

Though the text and the title of the Vision furnish us with no 
trustworthy evidence as to the name either of the author or of the 
dreamer, the text of the Vita unequivocally names the dreamer Will, 
for Thought introduces him to Wit with the words: 

Wher Dowel and Dobet and Dobest beoth in londe, 
Oure WiUe wolde i-witen jif Wit couthe hym techen.* 

Do these lines prove that the author of A^ was named William ? The 
question is not an easy one, for it is complicated by the fact that A^, 
as we have seen, is not an independent work but a continuation of A*, 
which is possibly of different authorship. If the author of A^ was 
not also the author of A*, it is quite possible that the name of Will 
was not the choice of the author of A^. He may (like Mr. Skeat) 
have understood from A. VIII. 42 ff. that the author of A' called 
himself (or his dreamer) Will; or A' as he found it may already have 
had attached to it the title " Visio Willelmi de Petro Plowman." In 
either of these cases the name Will would not have been the choice 
of the author of A^ and would therefore have no significance as 
evidence of his own name. If the name Will was not suggested or 
predetermined by the text or title of A', but was the free choice of 
the author of A^, the most probable explanation of his choice of the 
name would perhaps be that, writing in the first person, he gave to 
the dreamer his own Christian name. But though this may seem the 
most probable explanation, we cannot ignore the fact that scholars 
so widely different in their opinions as Whitaker, Wright, Jack, and 

' Though we cannot prove that Ai circulated separately before A'' was attached to it, 
the supposition that it did so circulate is a perfectly possible one and may properly be 
used as material for hypothesis, though not as a premise for argument. 

2 A. IX. 117, 118. This is the only direct reference to Will in A', exclusive of those 
in Passus XII, which (as I believe) is all the work of John But. If, however, the references 
to Will in Passus XII are the work of the author of Passus IX-XI, the present argument 
is not affected thereby. 
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28 Samuel Mooke 

Macaulay have been disposed to regard the dreamer as an imaginary 
character and the name Will as a fictitious one.' The task of con- 
demning as valueless evidence that others have accepted as trust- 
worthy is always an ungracious one, and the temptation is strong 
to relax at times the severity of our criticism and to admit evidence 
that is equivocal. But such evidence cannot really help us. Our 
reliance upon it can only vitiate the results of our investigation. If 
investigation of this problem is to rest upon a solid basis, it must 
recognize that the evidence we have considered does not justify the 
assumption that the author of A^ was named William. 

The only passage of the B-text which can be cited as evidence of 
the author's name is the celebrated "Long Will" passage: 

"What is Charite ?" quod I tho. "A childissh thinge," he [Anima] seide; 
"Nisi efficiamini sicut paruuli, non intrabitis in regnum celorum; 

With-outen fauntelte or foly a fre Uberal wille." 
"Where shulde men fynde such a frende with so fre an herte ? 

I haue lyued in londe," quod I "my name is Longe Wille, 

And fonde I neuere ful charite bifore ne bihynde!"^ 

If the author of the B-text merely called the dreamer Will in the 
manner of A^, we could draw no inference from his continuance of a 
practice which he perhaps did not originate. But "Long Will" 
is foimd only in the B-text and looks like a real name. It differs 
from the colorless "Will" of A'' in being definite and striking, and we 
are justified in regarding it as significant. But of what ? I know of 
only two explanations of the name, one, of course, being that " Long 
Will" was a cognomen of the author. Of this explanation Mr. 
Manly, after quoting the passage I have quoted above, says: 

What then is the relation of 1 . 148 [the Long Will line] to the rest of 
the passage ? How does the mention of the author's real name emphasize 
the declaration that he never found charity ? Surely in no possible manner. 

1 Whltaker, in his note on C. VI. 1, says: " William, the dreamer of all these dreams, 
is a purely imaginary personage." Wright iVision and Creed of Piers Ploughman, 
L, 1856, 1, ix, note) says: "I do not think .... that the name PTi;, given in the poem to 
the dreamer, necessarily shows that the writer's name was William." For Jack's views 
see Journal of Germanic Philology, III, 393 ft. Macaulay {Modern Language Review, V, 
195) says : " The text of the poem gives us William (or ' Wille ') as the name of the dreamer, 
and. the MSS call the poem ' Visio Willelml,' but this is by no means conclusive as regards 
the name of the author, who may very well have been speaking in a fictitious character, 
or at all events under a fictitious name." These writers (except Whltaker, who had in 
mind particularly the C-text) are not discussing the question with reference to any 
particular text of the poem. 

2 B. XV. 145 ff. 
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"I have lived in land" is clear enough; it means "I have lived in this world, 
I have had experience." But the name ? its significance ? Surely we have 
here not a real name but a popular locution implying long experience and 
observation. We have here only the equivalent of B. XIV. 97, 98: 
"Where woneth Charite ?" quod Haukyn. "I wiste neuere in my lyue 
Man that with hym spake; as wyde as I have passed."'^ 

This exegesis has fared hardly at the hands of Mr. Manly's critics, 
but it cannot be denied that it gives to the latter half of line 148 a 
meaning which is greatly superior to any which it can have if Long 
Will is merely a personal name. According to Mr. Manly's inter- 
pretation the latter half of the line is closely parallel to the former 
half; according to the other interpretation it has no logical relation 
at all to the former half. But though Mr. Manly's interpretation 
has intrinsic excellence, it rests wholly upon the evidence of the 
context, for no other instance has been cited in which the name 
Long Will is used with the sense which he would give to it in this 
passage. The other interpretation is a possible one, but it gives to 
the latter half of line 148 an inferior sense with reference to the rest 
of the passage. A definite choice of one of these interpretations to 
the exclusion of the other seems to me impossible to make. Both 
are possible, and neither can be said to be superior in probability to 
the other. We cannot, therefore, accept the passage as evidence that 
the author of the B-text was named Will; he may have been so 
named, but to assert that he actually was so named would be to beg 
the question. 

We have no evidence in regard to the Christian name of the author 
of the C-text. He omits the reference to Long Will, changing the 
line to 

Ich haue lyued in London many longe Jeres,^ 

and changes 

Here is Wille wolde ywyte yif Witte couthe teche hym' 
of Bto 

Her is on wolde wite yf Wit couthe teche."" 

We can of course draw no inference as to the author's name from the 
fact that in two passages of the received text the dreamer is addressed 

" Modern Philology, VII, 97. ' C. XVII. 28G. » B. VIII. 124. « C. XI. 124. 
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as Will/ for this name had been associated with the dreamer for some 
thirty years before the C-text was written. The writer of the C-text 
conformed to a tradition which he had not necessarily inaugurated. 
Nor can we draw any inference as to his Christian name from the 
colophon which occurs (for example) in MS Phillipps 8231: "Hie 
explicit uisio willelmi de petro plouhman. Incipit uisio eiusdem 
Willelmi de dowel. "^ This colophon is merely a variant of that which 
appears at the corresponding point of the A-text and can prove 
nothing in regard to the authorship of the C-text, composed many 
years later. 

The various references to Will (or William) in the texts and in the 
colophons of MSS, therefore, furnish us with no evidence for deciding 
whether the three texts are the work of one or of several authors,' 

• C. II. 5 (where MSS Ilchester and Bodley 814, however, read aone, as in the A- 
and B-texts) ; and C. XI. 71 (where MS Laud 656 reads wel, as in the A- and B-texts). 

» SIceat, Piers Plowman, Part III, pp. 176, 179. Substantially the same colophon 
occurs in at least four other MSS, exclusive of those containing the reading Willelmi W. 
which is reserved for later discussion. The only B-text MS which Skeat indicates as 
having a colophon containing the words "Visio Willelmi" is MS Oamb. Univ. Lib. LI. 
4. 14, and in this MS the colophon is in a later hand (Piers Plowman, Part II, p. 121). 

• One of the most promising of all the argimients that have been made for unity of 
authorship is that which Mr. Chambers (Modern Language Review, V, 29 fl.) makes on 
the basis of A. IX. 61 fl., B. XV. 148 (the "Long Will" line), and C. VI. 23 fl., each of 
which he takes as an indication that the author (or at any rate the dreamer) was a tall man. 
"It is surely strange," he says, "that B and C, whose additions, according to the separa- 
tors, are 'tangential' and ofl the point, should have developed in quite different parts 
of the poem the hint afforded by A. Or did A, B, and C happen ail to be tall men, and 
all fond of referring to their height ? " But in the A^ passage, when the writer, introducing 
Thought, says: 

A muche mon, me thouhte lyk to my-seluen, 
Com and clepede me be my kuynde nome, 

there can be Uttle doubt that the likeness of Thought to the dreamer is in his mental and 
spiritual faculties, not his physical qualities, and that the author had no intention of 
representing the dreamer as a "muche mon." Cf. B's reading: 

A moche man, as me thoujte and lyke to my-selue. 

The expression "lyk to my-seluen" is precisely parallel to the expression we find in 
A. X. 6, where Wit tells us that Kuynde (the Creator) has made a castle (Caro or Man) 
and has inclosed therein Anima, 

A loueli lemmon lyk to him-seif , 

i.e., made in God's image. In the O passage the dreamer tells Reason, who has asked 
what kind of work he can do, that he is 

.... to walk to worche with sykel other with sythe. 

And to long, leyf me lowe for to stoupe. 

To worchen as a workeman eny whyle to dure. 

But in 11. 7 ff. just above, the dreamer has confided to us that he had health and limbs 
to work with but liked to take things easy, with nothing to do but drink and sleep. The 
lines I have quoted no more prove that the dreamer was really a tall man than that he 
was really in weak health. He was only too tall to work. 
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or for establishing the Christian name of the author of A', A^, B, or C. 
We have still, however, to consider the testimony of John But, who 
appended to the A-text the conclusion which we find in Passus XII. 
How much of Passus XII is the work of John But it is impossible 
to ascertain with any very high degree of certainty, but both the 
internal and the external evidence indicates that at least the last 19 
lines of the passus are of his composition.^ This passage, which 
follows immediately upon Fever's injunction to the dreamer to live 
the life that is appointed for him and do according to Dowel, begins: 

Wille [wiste] thurgh in-wit (thou west wel the sothe!) 
100 That this speche was spedelich and sped him wel faste. 

And wroujte that here is wryten and other werkes bothe 
Of Peres the Plowman and mechel puple al-so; 
And whan this werk was wroujt ere Wille myjte a-spie, 
Deth delt him a dent and drof him to the erthe, 
105 And is closed vnder clom Crist haue his soule! 

And so bad lohan But busily wel ofte, 
When he saw thes sawes busyly a-legged 
By lames and by lerom by lop and by othere, 
And for he medleth of makyng he made this ende. 

The rest of the passage contains nothing of importance for our purpose 
except the indication of date furnished by a prayer for King Richard. 

' Most critics, if not all, are now agreed that these lines are John But's (lor statement 
of opinions see note 1, Modern Philology, XI, 188). Mr. Chambers, in discussing the 
extent of John But's addition, admits the impossibility of deciding the question by internal 
evidence alone and argues that we should be guided by the evidence of the MSS. These, 
as he points out (.Modern Language Review, VI, 3220.), offer us a choice of two stopping- 
places. One is at the end of Passus XI, the other at the end of 1. 88, where the Ingllby 
MS ends. Mr. Chambers offers very strong arguments tor assigning the whole of Passus 
XII to John But, but inclines to adopt the other view because of a difficulty in under- 
standing why the Ingilby scribe should have ended with 1. 88 it his original contained all 
of Passus XII. He is confirmed in his opinion by the fact that he finds at 1. 89 a decided 
break in the thought, and he regards this combination of external and Internal evidence 
as establishing 1. 88 as the most probable end of the composition of the author of Passus 
XI. This seems to me, however, to ignore one important fact. Assuming that the 
Ingilby scribe had before him the full text of Passus XII as found in the Rawlinson MS, 
he found there what was manifestly a spurious conclusion. These scribes were in only 
too many cases not mere copyists but editors as well. Now what does an editor do when 
he discovers a spurious conclusion ? He ignores it and tries to leave the text as nearly as 
possible in the condition in wUch the original author left it. This is what Mr. Skeat did 
in his Parallel Text, not printing, even in his footnote, the lines which he took to be John 
But's. Why should not the Ingilby scribe have done the same ? And if he was looking 
for the break, why should he not have decided in favor of the point at which Mr. Chambers 
finds a break in the course of the thought ? If tiiis suggestion be accepted, the most 
probable opinion would seem to be that John But wrote all of Passus XII. 
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Of the various arguments that have been based upon this passage, 
we need consider only that of Mr. Chambers.' Interpreting "what 
is here written" (1. 101) as the complete A-text, and the "other 
works" (11. 101, 102) as the B-text, Mr. Chambers drew from John 
But's statement the inference that "Will" was the author of A', A^, 
and B.^ But, even accepting John But as a reliable witness in regard 
to the authorship of Piers the Plowman, Mr. Chambers' argument 
seems to me to be open to two very serious objections. In the first 
place, how are we to know that "what is here written" must mean 
the whole of the A-text, and cannot mean A^ alone ? In the second 
place, if John But knew that the author of A^ had completed his poem 
by writing the B-text, what motive could But have had for attaching 
to A^ a conclusion of his own ? In the face of these objections Mr. 
Chambers' argument seems to me to be of very doubtful vaUdity, 
to say the least. 

But can we, after all, accept John But as a reliable witness in 
regard to the authorship of Piers the Plowman ? It seems probable, 
in view of certain details in the text to which Miss Rickert has 
recently called our attention, that John But was the king's messenger 
of that name who is mentioned in various documents between 1378 
and 1387.' If the identification is correct, he was no doubt, as Miss 
Rickert says, a responsible person. As a messenger, yes. But our 
interest is with John But as a bibliographer. Is he to be accepted 
as a responsible witness in that capacity? His opportunities for 

' The argument {Modern Language Review, V, 206 fl.) by which Mr. Bradley, on the 
basis of John But's testimony, sought to prove that Ai and A' are the work of the same 
author but that B and C are of different authorship, has been examined by Mr. Chambers 
in a very thorough and able manner, and has been shown to be untenable (Modern 
Language Review, VI, 302 fl.). Miss Rickert (Modern Philology, XI, 107 fl.) accepts, 
with slight modifications, Mr. Bradley's argument, but does not attempt seriously to 
meet the very weighty objections which Mr, Chambers has made to it. Her most impor- 
tant modification of Mr. Bradley's argument is her very ingenious interpretation of 
A. XII. 107 f. Her interpretation may possibly be correct, but it is unsupported by 
evidence; no argument of value can be based upon an interpretation which obliges us 
to accept, without evidence, the "James, Jerome, and Job" of 1. 108 as the "alUterative 
equivalent" of the modern "Tom, Dick, and Harry." The hypothetical argument 
which Mr. Bradley (Modern Language Review, VIII, 88) tentatively offered as a means 
of proving that the C-text is not the work of the author of the A-text assumes as one 
of its premises that the C-text cannot have been written earlier than 1387. But inasmuch 
as Mr. Manly has pointed out that the C-text may have been written as early as 1386 
(Cambridge History of English Literature, II, 34), the assumption necessary to Mr. Brad- 
ley's argument cannot be granted, and the argument is therefore inconclusive. 

' Modern Language Review, VI, 318. » Modern Philology, XI, 107 fl. 
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acquiring general information of various sorts would of course, if 
he were a messenger of the king, be excellent. But mere general 
information will not suffice for making a reliable witness in the case 
in which John But's testimony is offered. The witness must have 
had exact and authoritative information in regard to the authorship 
of the A-text, if we are to accept the statement that "Will wrought 
what is here written" as proof that "Will" wrote A* as well as A^. 
For, on the hypothesis that the author of A* was not the author of 
A^ (and unless at every turn we take this hypothesis into account 
the investigation of the problem becomes a farce), the author of 
the Vita virtually appropriated the work of his predecessor by attach- 
ing to it his continuation. The A-text, as I have already said, is 
from one point of view a unit, and there is the greatest probability 
that the whole of it would be attributed to the author who was known 
to have composed the second of the two works of which it is made 
up. Assuming that the author of A^ was not the author of A', 
it is easy to understand how fairly well-informed persons should 
attribute to him the whole of the A-text. If, therefore, we are to 
accept John But's statement as reliable evidence that the author 
of A^ was also the author of A', we must concede to him such direct 
and exact information in regard to the literary work of the author of 
A^ as would render him immune from such vulgar errors. But that 
he had such sources of information we have no evidence whatever. 
Moreover, we must not lose sight of the fact that John But's state- 
ments occur in a piece of imaginative literature, not in a historical 
document, and that we cannot use them with the same confidence 
with which we use documents that purport to be plain statements 
of fact. We have no evidence that John But knew any more about 
the author of A^ than we ourselves know. His statement that Will 
was dead and buried may have no more relation to fact than his 
account of Will's conversation with Fever. His use of the name 
Will certainly cannot be accepted as evidence that this was the name 
of the author of A^, for the dreamer was already called by that name 
in the text to which John But attached his conclusion. In view of 
all these considerations, we cannot accept John But's testimony 
as reliable evidence either in regard to the authorship of the texts 
or in regard to the name of their author. 
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Our examination of the evidence in regard to the Christian name 
of the author or authors of Piers the Plowman, therefore, has yielded 
nothing but the conclusion that all of the evidence for the name Will 
is thoroughly equivocal. We have now to discuss the evidence for 
combinations of a Christian name with a surname; in this discussion 
we shall take up in succession the names William W., Robert Lang- 
land, and William Langland.' 

The name William W. appears in a colophon attached to certain 
MSS of the C-text. This colophon, which is found in MSS Ilchester, 
Douce 104, Digby 102,^ and B. M. Additional 35157,' is as follows: 
"Explicit visio Willelmi .W. de Petro le Plowman. Et hie incipit 
visio eiusdem de Dowel."* The four MSS which contain the colo- 
phon appear to belong to one group,^ and one of them, B. M. Addi- 
tional 35157, is said to have been written in the fourteenth century.' 
This colophon must therefore have been present in the archetype 
of these four MSS, a MS written before the end of the fourteenth 
century, and is therefore a piece of contemporary evidence. Yet 
it is not a very useful piece of evidence, because it is of an extremely 
ambiguous character. Its value is seriously impaired by the fact 
that it is merely a variant of the colophon which (as we have seen) 
was a very early, if not an original, feature of the MSS of the A-text,^ 
the only difference important for our present inquiry being that 
the A-text MSS have "visio Willelmi" and that the Ilchester MS 
and its fellows have "visio Willelmi W." Moreover, at least four 
C-text MSS contain the colophon in virtually the same form as that 
which appears in the A-text MSS.' It is therefore clear that a scribe 
or editor of a certain C-text MS, finding in it a colophon which 
described the poem as "visio Willelmi," changed the description 
to "visio Willelmi W." Why should he have made this change? 
Upon our answer to this question will depend our estimate of the 

i The attribution of Piers the Plowman to John Malverne cannot claim serious con- 
sideration, (or it cannot be traced farther back than 1580, rests upon the sole authority 
of John Stow, and first occurs in connection with a gross error as to the date of the poem. 
See Slceat, Piers Plowman, Part IV, p. 867. 

* Slceat. Piers Plowman, Pt. Ill, p. xxxvii. 

' Catalogue of Additions to the MSS of the B.M.. 1894.-1899, pp. 192, 193. 

* Skeat, Piers Plowman, Pt. Ill, p. xxxvii. 

* Skeat, ibid., and Catalogue of Additions, loc. cit. 

8 Catalogue of Additions, loc. cit. ' See above, p. 22, note 1. « See above, p. 30, note 2. 
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reliability of the Ilchester MS colophon as a source of information. 
The change may be accounted for in various ways. It may have 
been the result of mere accident, for an erasure immediately before 
the word de in the colophon may have been interpreted by a copyist 
as a blurred W. The change may have been made by a person 
who had actual information about the author of the C-text, or 
about the author of the A- or B-text. Finally, the change may have 
been made arbitrarily by a person who had no more information 
about the authorship of the poem than that which he found in the 
colophon of the MS he was copying; "Willelmi W." may have 
been written as a mere random guess. Any of these explanations 
is probable enough to be the true one, and it really matters very little 
which one we accept. For even if the change should have proceeded 
from a person who had information in regard to the authorship of 
the poem, the information he gives is too indefinite to be of any value. 
The initial W may stand for any English name, either a surname or 
a local name, beginning with that letter. In spite, therefore, of its 
fair show of authority, this colophon is really valueless as a source 
of information. It may mean anything or nothing. 

In 1550 Crowley, in the preface to his edition, made the following 
statement: 

Beynge desyerous to knowe the name of the Autoure of this most worthy 
worke (gentle reader) and the tyme of the writynge of the same: I did not 
onely gather togyther suche aunciente copies as I could come by, but also 
consult such me as I knew to be more exercised in the studie of antiquities, 
then I my selfe haue ben. And by some of them I haue learned that the 
Autour was named Roberte langelande, a Shropshere man borne in Cleybirie, 
aboute viii. myles from Maluerne hilles.' 

Mr. Skeat, in 1869, appended to this statement the note, "Without 
doubt, Crowley's authority was John Bale," and this opinion has 
been generally accepted up to the present time. It appears, however, 
to be incorrect, for Bale seems not to have acquired his information 
about the author of Piers the Plowman early enough to have been 
Crowley's informant. Bale's Illustrium maioris Brittanniae Scrip- 
torum .... Summarium, published in July, 1548, contains no 
reference to Langland,^ and he did not begin until about 1548 to 

1 Piers Plowman, Part II, p. xxxii. 

2 For this information I am Indebted to my friend Mr. Carleton Brown, who kindly 
examined the volume for me. 
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collect the materials for his larger work, Scriptorum illustrium maioris 
Brytannif .... Catalogus, published in 1557.' Moreover, Bale's 
Index (the MS notebook in which he collected the materials for his 
Catalogus) contains strong evidence that the information about 
Robert Langland was not one of the earliest pieces of material 
that Bale gathered in his search. No one (so far as I know) has 
called attention to the fact that the Index contains, in four differ- 
ent places, four distinct entries relating to Piers the Plovmian. 
These are as follows, each entry being accompanied by the number 
of the folio on which it occurs and by Bale's own indication of the 
source from which it was derived: 

Uisio Petri Ploughman, edita per Robertum Langlande, natum in comi- 
tatu Salopie, in viUa Mortymers Clybery in the cley lande within viij. myles 
of Malborne hylles, li. i. 'In quodam estatis die cum 

sol caleret,' etc. 
Ex colledis Nicolai Brigam} [f. 186] 

Robertus Langlande, natus in comitatu Salopie in villa Mortymers 
Clyberi in the cleyelande within viij. myles of Malborne hylles, scripsit. 
Peers ploughman, li. i. ' In a somer sonday [above son- 

day is written seson] whan sote [above 
sote is written warme] was y' sunne.' 
Ex colledis Nicolai Brigan.^ [i. 2046] 

Robertus Langlande, a Shropshyre man, borne in Claybery about viij. 
myles from Maluerne hylles, wrote Peers plough man, 

li. i. 'In a somer season whan set was 
the sunne,' etc. 
Ex domo Guilhelmi Sparke.* [f. 276] 

Robertus Langlonde, sacerdos (vt apparet) natus apud Clybery prope 
Maluernum montem, scripsit Peers plowghman opus eruditum ac quodam- 
modo propheticum. Claruit a.d. 1369, dum loannes Chichestre pretor esset 
Londini. 

Ex Joanne Wysdome medico.^ [f. 277] 

If these items were among the earliest Bale collected, they would 
naturally have been recorded in that portion of his notebook, ff. 153- 
64, which at the outset he had assigned to the letter it!,' under which 
(according to his principle) the name Robert Langland was entered. 
None of these items, however, occurs in that part of the book. The 

' Index Britanniae Scriptorum, ed. Reginald Lane Poole, Oxford, 1902, pp. xx f. 
• Ibid., p. 383. ' Ibid., p. 383. < Ibid., p. 509. » Ibid., p. 510. • Ibid., p. ix. 
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second occurs on one of the folios which Bale appropriated for the 
letter R after the original B space had given out.' The first appears 
among entries relating to other Visions, on one of the folios assigned 
to the letter V. When he obtained this piece of information from 
Brigham, Bale evidently found it convenient to make a double record 
of it, once under the letter R, and again among the Visions under the 
letter V, just as he recorded the Visio sen reuelatio monachi de Eues- 
ham both in the space assigned to M and also among the Visions on 
f. 1§6.^ Bale's third and fourth items relating to Robert Langland 
appear on the last two folios of the notebook, in a part of the volume 
devoted to various miscellaneous uses.' In view of these facts it 
seems scarcely possible that Bale, having begun his notebook about 
1548, should have acquired his knowledge of Robert Langland early 
enough to have supplied Crowley with the information which the 
latter printed in 1550. 

Bale's information about Robert Langland was obtained, then, 
from Brigham, Sparke, and Wysdom, and Crowley's was obtained 
from certain unnamed persons, of whom Bale was not one. Now it 
is obvious that Brigham's, Sparke's, and Crowley's notes (as we 
shall call them) about Robert Langland are derived from a common 
original. They are not only identical in substance and very similar 
in wording, but they agree in a common error (eight for some larger 
number) which can only be explained on the hypothesis of deriva- 
tion from one original. Moreover, it is obvious that a particularly 
close relation exists between Sparke's note and Crowley's; they are 
identical in wording and to a large extent also even in spelling. It 
is clear, therefore, that the relation of Brigham's, Sparke's, and 
Crowley's notes to their common original (which we may call X) 
must be one or other of those indicated in the following diagrams: 

IX II X 

Brigham Crowley Brigham Sparke 

\ \ 

Sparke Crowley 

We must therefore answer the question : Did Crowley reproduce 
Sparke's note, or did Sparke derive his information about Robert 

' Ibid., pp. vill, ix. ! Ibid., pp. 470, 481. ' Ibid., pp. xvii, xviii. 
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Langland from Crowley's preface ? The indpits given by Brigham 
and Sparke supply us with evidence for answering this question. 
Brigham's is, "In a somer sonday [or seson] whan sote [or warme] 
was y* sunne"; Sparke's is, "In a somer season whan set was the 
sunne." Now Sparke's reading of the line is one which has not been 
found in any MS, but which is found in Crowley's edition. It is 
probable, therefore, that Sparke's note was derived from Crowley's 
edition of Piers the Plowman, and that the first of the diagrams given 
above represents (at least approximately) the relations in which the 
three notes stand to X, their common original.^ 

I fear that the relation between X and Wysdom's note cannot 
be ascertained. Wysdom's note does not share the common error 
contained in X, for it has "prope Maluernum montem" instead 
of "within viij. myles"; it may therefore be a piece of independent 
testimony, having no documentary relation to X or any of the notes 
derived from it. We are not justified, however, in assuming that 
this is the case. We cannot accept Wysdom's note as a faithful 
transcript of an actual record, because Wysdom has clearly doctored 
his source of information. His "sacerdos (vt apparet)" and his 
"opus eruditum ac quodammodo propheticum" judge him out of his 
own mouth. But for the very contrast it makes to the plain, unem- 
broidered statements of Brigham and Crowley, Wysdom's note is 
of value. 

In regard to the contents of X, we are fortunate in having ample 
evidence. As to its substance we have the testimony of both 
Brigham and Crowley, but as to its exact language we must depend 
less upon Crowley than upon Bale's transcript of Brigham's note, and 
it is therefore an important circumstance that of this transcript Bale 
has furnished us with no less than three copies. For we have, in 

■ If Brigham was one of the persons from whom Crowley derived Us information 
about Robert Langland, the diagram might be constructed in tUs way: 

X 

Brigham 

Crowley 

Sparke 
The argimient that follows is (mutatis mutandis) equally consistent with either of these 
theories of the relations of the notes to each other — that expressed in the diagram just 
given, or that expressed in Diagram I above. 
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addition to the two in his Index, the note which he wrote in MS 
Ashburnham 130: "Robertus Langlande, natus in comitatu Salopie 
in villa Mortimers Clybery in the Clayland and within viij miles 
of Malvern hills, scripsit piers ploughman, li. In somer season, &c."' 
This agrees word for word (except for the insertion of "and") with 
the entries "ex coUectis Nicolai Brigam" which we find in Bale's 
Index, and we may therefore accept the three copies as a faithful 
(though not literal) reproduction of Bale's source. 

But what was the document from which Brigham derived his 
information? In MS Laud 581 [B-text], on the first page, are 
written, in a hand dated by Mr. Madan about 1570-80, the 
words: ". . . . Robart Langeland, borne by malverne hilles,'" 
and at the end of the MS, in a different hand, occurs among other 
entries the note: "Raffe Coppynges. Mem. y* I haue lent to Nicholas 
brigham the pers ploughman w'^*' I borowed of M. Le of Addyington.'" 
Now it has been suggested that this note about Robert Langland 
was the source of the information Brigham transmitted to Bale. 
If this be so, Brigham must merely have guessed that Langland was 
born at Cleobury Mortimer, or else he must have ascertained the 
fact from some other source. If Brigham was merely guessing, he 
was highly successful in imposing upon Bale, for it is clear that Bale 
regarded his thrice-copied note as a piece of genuine information. 
But we have really not the slightest ground for assuming that 
Brigham was guessing. The many items of information that Bale 
copied from Brigham's collections into his Index prove that Brigham 
was a bibUographer, a diligent searcher of MSS, and that he was in 
the habit of making systematic notes of the authors, titles, indpits, 
and dates of the works he met with. The evidence for this is abun- 
dant and easily accessible, and it will suffice to give two examples, 
taken at random, of the nature of the information Bale derived from 
him: 

Joannes Fylton, vicarius ecclesig diu^ Mari§ Magdalen^ extra mures 
Oxonij, composuit, 

> Piers Plowman, Pt. I, p. xxxv. 

' Ibid., Pt. II, p. vil. For an opinion as to tlie date ol tlie writing I am indebted to 
Mr. Madan's courteous reply to my written inquiry. 

' Ibid., Pt. II, pp. vii, viii. 
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Sermones dominicales per annum, li. i. 'Penuria studentium.' 
Atque alia nonnulla. Clanut a.d. 1440. 

Ex colkctione Nicolai Brigan} 
Alexandri prioris de Esseby liber festiualis sic incipit, 'Duo preclara 
diuin§ pietatis dona.' 

Ex colkctaneis Nicolai Brigand 

As an example of his notes on English writers, I shall give the 

following note on Gower, also taken at random : 

loannes Gower, pr^dictus, ante obitum c^cus erat, vt ex his versibus eius 

apparet, 

Henrici quarti primus regni fuit annus, 
Quo mihi defecit visus ad acta mea, etc. 
Ex venationi Nicolai Brigan.^ 

There is not a trace in Brigham's notes in the Index of that loose 
guessing and ornamental padding which we have observed in Wys- 
dom's note on Langland. He had exceptionally good opportunities 
for discovering information about the author of Piers the Plowman, 
for there can be no doubt that MSS were accessible to him which 
have since been destroyed, and I believe that we are justified in 
inferring from the character of his collections that the note he gave 
to Bale was not an irresponsible guess but a memorandum which he 
had found in a MS. For the fact that MS Laud 581 was at one time 
in Brigham's possession cannot be accepted as evidence that the 
note now found in that MS was Brigham's source. The note, in 
the light of all the facts, is with greater probability accounted for on 
the hypothesis that it was written by M. Le, the owner of the MS, 
after it was returned to him, and that the information it contains 
was derived (probably by oral communication and perhaps at 
second hand) from Brigham himself. 

We must inquire, however, as to the intrinsic probability of 
Brigham's note. It is true that it has not been corroborated by any 
local record of Robert Langland at Cleobury Mortimer, but very little 
is known anyhow about the undertenants of this manor; the records 
by means of which the existence of Robert Langland might be dis- 
credited or established do not exist.* That Cleobury Mortimer is 

' Index, p. 205. » Ibid., p. 21. • Ibid., p. 210. 

' "The affairs of the manor [Cleobury Mortimer] were settled in the local Court, 
hence we know very little of the under tenants of Cleobury" (Transactions of the Shrop- 
tkire Archaeological and Natural History Society, Series 3, Vol. VI, p. 141). 
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said to be eight instead of eighteen miles from the Malvern Hills/ 
caimot be regarded as discrediting Brigham's note, for one of the 
commonest errors in the transcription of MSS was the dropping of an 
a; or ?; in the copying of numbers written in the Roman notation. In 
fact, the error is one more evidence that Brigham was following an 
earlier authority; if he had merely guessed that Cleobury Mortimer 
was Robert Langland's birthplace, he would have been likely to aim 
at accuracy at least in the one particular in which his note was sus- 
ceptible of easy verification. A more weighty objection, however, to 
the acceptance of this note as a trustworthy authority has been 
the fact that the name of Langland is unknown in Shropshire. It 
was never a common name except in Somerset, Dorset, and Devon 
and occurs with extreme rarity in other parts of England. Bards- 
ley's note upon the name is, "Langland. — Local, 'of Langland.' I 
cannot find the spot."^ But there is evidence that the village of 
Longeley (or Langley) in Shropshire, not far distant from Cleobury 
Mortimer, was also known by the name of Longelond. In the Fine 
Roll 113, m. 26, 8 Edward II, occurs the following record: 

De terris captis Quia Willelmus Burnel de Longelond qui de Rege tenuit 
in manum Regis, in capite diem clausit extremum ut Rex accepit man- 
datum est lohanni Abel Escaetori Regis ultra Trentam 
quod omnes terras et tenementa de quibus idem Willelmus fuit seisitus in 
dominico etc. sine dilacione capiat in manum Regis et ea saluo etc. donee etc. 
Teste Rege apud Berwicum super Twedam viij. die Julii. 

This document is sufficient to account for the occurrence of the name 
Langland in Cleobury Mortimer and nullifies the only weighty 
objection that has ever been made to the contents of Brigham's MS 
note. 

Before we can estimate, however, the value of the evidence in 
favor of this attribution to Robert Langland of the authorship of 
Piers the Plowman, we must take into consideration the note written 
in MS Ashburnham 130. The note is in a hand of the fifteenth cen- 
tury and states that "Robert or william langland made pers plough- 

' The Rev. S. Forbes F. Auchmuty, A.K.C., vicar of Cleobury Mortimer, kindly 
informed me that the Malvern Hills are just about eighteen miles distant from Cleobury, 
though certain hills which might be spurs of the Malverns are nearer. 

* Dictionary of English and Welsh Surnames, L, 1901, p. 467. 
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man."^ That this note cannot have been the source of Brigham's 
communication to Bale is clear, for the arguments that have been 
made against accepting the note in MS Laud 581 as Brigham's source 
apply a fortiori against accepting this note as his source. The note 
which Brigham discovered and this note in the Ashburnham MS 
are therefore independent testimony in favor of Robert Langland's 
authorship of the poem. We meet here, however, with the com- 
plicating circumstance that the Ashburnham MS gives us William 
as an alternative to the name Robert. Now either Robert or 
William must be an error, for it is highly improbable that two differ- 
ent men bearing the uncommon name Langland should have been 
concerned in the composition of the poem. We must therefore weigh 
the evidence for both names and reject the less probable one. 

The external evidence for the two names is pretty evenly bal- 
anced, but inclines rather to Robert than to William. From the 
fact that the writer of the Ashburnham note gives precedence to the 
name Robert it might be argued that he regarded this name as 
having the greater weight of authority, but the argument would not 
be of much value. The note is clearly of a composite character, a 
blending into one statement of two contradictory pieces of informa- 
tion, and if its writer did regard Robert as the better attested name, 
he may have done so upon insufficient or erroneous grounds. We 
must therefore accept this piece of evidence as counting no more for 
one name than for the other. We have then to weigh the authority 
of Brigham's note against that of the note in the Dublin MS which 
attributes Piers the Plowman to William Langland, the son of Stacy 
de Rokayle of Oxfordshire. The note in the Dublin MS was written 
some time in the fifteenth century, and I can see no objection to 
conceding as early a date to the note Brigham discovered, or at 
least to the original from which it was copied. But whatever may 
be the relative dates of the two notes, Brigham's is the more trust- 
worthy. It is a thoroughly credible document; it is self-consistent, 
contradicts no known facts, and does no violence to probability. 
The credibility of the note in the Dublin MS will very soon become 
the subject of our examination, and I shall have to take for granted 
at the present stage of our inquiry the results of that examination. 

1 Piers Plowman, Pt. II, p. xxii. 
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I believe that they will amply justify us in conceding to Brigham's 
note (and therefore to the name Robert) a greater weight of author- 
ity than to the testimony of the Dublin MS in behalf of William.' 
But even if the external evidence for the names Robert and 
William Langland were so evenly balanced as to give us no basis for a 
choice between the two, the name Robert would be decidedly prefer- 
able on grounds of general probability. If Robert Langland wrote 
Piers the Plowman, it is not hard to understand how the poem should 
have come to be attributed to William Langland. The dreamer 
being called Will in the text of A^, B, and C and in colophons of 
various MSS of all three texts, the temptation would have been 
irresistible to some persons to substitute for the name Robert the 
name which seemed to have the sanction of the MSS. But if William 
Langland wrote the poem, it is hard to understand how it should 
have come to be attributed to Robert Langland. Mr. Skeat sug- 
gested that the opening line of the Vita de Dowel, 

Thus i-robed in russet romed I a-boute, 
would account for the substitution of the name Robert for the true 
name William.^ No one can deny that the word i-robed, which in 
one MS is written y-Robt, with a stroke through the b, might have 
been read as "I Robert," and we may even admit that such a mis- 
reading of the line might have given rise to a notion that Robert 
was the author's Christian name. But this does not account for 
the attribution of the poem to Robert Langland. If William Lang- 
land wrote the poem, the name Robert must deliberately have been 
substituted for the true name in ascriptions of authorship. Is it 
probable that a copyist or reader of the poem should have made this 
substitution of Robert for William on the basis of his misreading of 
the first line of Passus IX of the A-text, and should have ignored the 
fact that the last line of the very same passus, 

Oure Wille wolde i-witen Jif Wit couthe hym techen, 

1 The "Long Will" line in B cannot be counted as evidence for the name William 
Langland, for Mr. Manly (however we may regard his explanation of "Long Will") has 
conclusively shown that the first half of the line cannot be accepted as having any con- 
nection with the surname Langland. See Modern Philology, Vll, 96, 97. I may take 
this occasion of stating that my indebtedness to this article of Mr. Manly's is by no 
means to be measured by the number of instances in which it has been possible for me to 
record a specific obligation to it. I am indebted to Mr. Manly also for several sugges- 
tions which he made to me in personal conference and which I have incorporated in this 
article. 

2 Piers Plowman, Pt. IV, p. 207; Parallel Text, II, 131. 
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gave evidence that corroborated that part of the attribution of author- 
ship that he was obliterating ? All we can say is that the thing may 
have happened, but that, as an explanation of the facts, it is much 
more difficult and less probable than the explanation we can give of 
the substitution of the name William for Robert if Robert Langland 
was the author of the poem. Now if William Langland was the 
author, the name Robert must have been substituted for that of 
William, not once, but twice — once in the original of Brigham's 
note and once in one of the originals of the note in the Ashburnham 
MS. It cannot be denied that the hypothesis of William Lang- 
land's authorship of the poem makes heavy demands upon our 
faith. On the other hand, there are no such difficulties inherent in 
the hypothesis of Robert Langland's authorship. In the light of 
both external evidence and antecedent probability, Robert Lang- 
land (if any man of that name was concerned in the composition of 
these texts) has decidedly more chances than William of having been 
the author of Piers the Plowman. We can prove neither name to be 
the true one, but if we are going to guess (and for practical purposes 
we must make a choice of names) we may as well guess with the 
chances in our favor.' 

The note in the C-text MS D. 4. 1, Trinity College, Dublin, is 
as follows: 

Memorandum quod Stacy de Rokayle pater Willelmi de Langlond qui 
Stacius fuit generosus et morabatur in Schipton vnder Whicwode tenens 
domini le Spenser in comitatu Oxoniensi qui predictus Willelmus fecit librum 
qui vocatur Perys ploughman. 

There can be no doubt that the Stacy de Rokayle named in this 
note is the Statins or Eustace de la Rokele or Rokaill' whose name 
appears in various Oxfordshire documents between 1328 and 136L 
In 1328 Roger de Nowers brought suit against " Statium de la Rokele " 
for a debt of £40.^ On January 21, 1331, Eustace son of Peter de 
la Rokele acknowledged that he owed to Peter son of Eustace de la 

'In this conclusion, and also in some of the arguments by which I have been led to 
it, I have been anticipated by Mr. Macaulay's note in the Modem Language Renew, V. 
195, published in April, 1910. 

' De Banco Roll, 274, Trinity, 2 Edward III, rot. 175; also do. 275, Michaelmas, 
2 Edward III, rot. 197. My information about the case hero cited is very incomplete, 
for I have not had the records of it transcribed, but from its being designated "Oxford- 
shire" I infer that the Rokele concerned in it was a resident of that county. 
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Rokele £100, to be levied, in default of payment, of his lands and 
chattels in the county of Oxford.' On March 20, 1349, Eustachius 
de la Rokeille was a juror in the inquisition post mortem held at 
Shipton, Oxfordshire, upon the death of Hugh le Despenser.^ On 
October 22, 1360, Eustace Rokaille "of the county of Oxford" and 
other persons became mainpernors for Mathew de la Villa Nova, 
who was appointed keeper of the priory of Mynsterlovel, about five 
miles from Shipton under Wychwood.' On May 19, 1361, Eustacius 
Rokaill' was one of the jurors in an inquisition ad quod damnum 
which was held in order to determine whether Thomas de Langeleye 
should be permitted to enfeoff certain persons with his bailiwick of 
the forest of Wychwood.^ The statement in the note that Stacy de 
Rokayle lived at Shipton under Wychwood is sufficiently corrobo- 
rated by the fact that three of the records I have just cited relate either 
to Shipton or to its immediate neighborhood. The statement that 
Rokayle was a tenant of Lord le Despenser is corroborated, not only 
by the fact that the Despensers held the manor of Shipton from the 
year 1322,* but also by the fact that his father was an adherent of 
the Despensers. The father of Stacy de Rokayle (as we see from the 
second of the records cited above) was Peter de la Rokayle, who, 

» Calendar of Close Rolls, 1330-33, p. 178. 

» Inquisition post mortem, 23 Edward III, Pt. 2, No. 169 (12). 

• Calendar of Patent Rolls. 1358-61, p. 474. 

• Inquisition post mortem, 35 Edward III, Pt. 2, second numbers. No. 32. 

5 On December 6, 1307, Gilbert de Clare, earl of Gloucester and Hertford, granted 
for life to his half-sister, Isabella de Clare, his manors of Shipton and Burford, in the 
county of Oxford; Isabella afterward married Maurice de Berkeleye, and the two manors 
were forfeited to the king with the other lands of Berkeleye, who was of the party of 
Thomas de Lancaster (Calendar of Close Rolls. 1327-30, p. 46; Calendar of Patent Rolls, 
1313-17, p. 223; 768, index). On June 10, 1322, these two forfeited manors were granted 
in fee to Hugh le Despenser the younger and Eleanor his wife and her heirs (Calendar 
of Patent Rolls. 1321-24, p. 132). These manors remained in the possession of the 
Despenser family during a long term of years, for they were held by Hugh le Despenser 
in 1344 and 1346 (Inquisition post mortem, 18 Edward III, second numbers, No. 11, 
Pile 269; Feudal Aids. 1284-1431. IV, 185); passed into the possession of his wife and 
co-tenant at his death in 1349 (Inquisition post mortem, 23 Edward III, Pt. 2, No. 169, 
File 105) ; and were ordered on July 6, 1359, to be delivered to Edward le Despenser, the 
next heir (Calendar of Close Rolls. 1354r-60, p. 582). For some other records in regard to 
Despenser holdings in Shipton, see Calendar of Close Rolls. 1337-39, p. 359; Calendar of 
Patent Rolls, 1334-38, p. 525; and Calendar of Patent Rolls, 1330-34, p. 132; Placita 
in Cancellaria, File 11, No. 21; Coram Rege Roll 271, Hilary, 2 Edward III, rot. 100. 
For records of a suit brought by Isabella de Clare against Hugh le Despenser, see De 
Banco Roll, 222, Easter, 11 Edward II. My information in regard to the unprinted 
records cited in the two sentences immediately preceding is very incomplete, for I have 
not had them transcribed. 
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in turn, was the son of Eustace de la Rokayle. Peter de la Rokayle 
was a resident of Buckinghamshire and is repeatedly mentioned 
in Buckinghamshire documents between 1304-5 and 1331. ^ He is 
described as living about the year 1327 in Wotton, Bucks,^ and in 
1327' as holding lands in Bourton. He is frequently described as 
the son of Eustace de la Rokayle,* and Eustace de la Rokayle (who 
was alive in 1311)* is referred to as Eustace de la Rokayle of Wotton' 
or of Bourton.' Peter de la Rokayle's connection with the Des- 
pensers is proved by two records of the year 1327 or thereabouts. 
In one of the early years of Edward Ill's reign, James Grusset 
petitioned for remedy against Piers de la Rokell who had held his 
lands in Bourton for twelve years "par le maintenaunce Hue le 
Despenser le fiz & le pere."* On April 23, 1327, Peter de la Rokele 
was pardoned for adhering to Hugh le Despenser the younger and 
other enemies of the king, before the king had assumed the gover- 
nance of the realm.' There is reason to believe that Stacy de Rokayle 
was a younger son;" it is therefore not difficult to understand why 

» Parliamentary Writs, I, 141 ; Calendar of Close Rolls, 1330-33, p. 178. The father of 
Stacy had interests in Oxfordshire, but I have found no evidence that he ever lived there. 
For evidence of his Oxfordshire interests see Calendar of Close Rolls, 1323-27, pp. 347, 351. 

2 Jurors testified (Assize Roll 715, Oxfordshire, 15 Edward III, m. 5) that Roger de 
Nowers and others came after the coronation of the king [to] Wottou iuxta Bernewod and 
entered the house of Peter de Rokele and took away certain of his goods. The reference 
here to the coronation of the king shows that the theft took place some years before the 
year 1341-42 in which the testimony was recorded. 

' In an uncertain year of Edward III, James Grusset petitioned the king and his 
coimcil for remedy against Piers de la Rokell, who held lands in Bourton of the heritage 
of the said James and had detained his rent for twelve years, by the maintenance of Hugh 
le Despenser "le flz & le pere" (.Rotuli Parliamentorum. II, 392). The reference here to 
the Despensers, both of whom died in 1326, shows that the petition belonged to one 
of the early years of Edward Ill's reign; in fact it was probably presented at the very 
beginning of the reign. 

« Calendar of Close Rolls, 1313-18, p. 451; ibid., 1323-27, p. 347; ibid., 1327-30, 
p. 556; ibid., 1330-33, p. 178. 

» A record of Jime 11, 1311, states that Eustace de la Rokele, of Wotton near Brehull, 
came before the king on the feast of St. Barnabas the apostle, and sought to replevy his 
land in Westcote, which had been taken into the king's hands (Calendar of Close Rolls, 
1307-13, p. 353). 

• See preceding note. 

' On January 27, 1317, Henry Peteplace acknowledged that he owed 100 marks to 
Peter son of Eustace de la Rokele of Bourton (Calendar of Close Rolls, 1313-18, p. 451). 

» See note 3, above. • Calendar of Patent Rolls, 1327-30, p. 100. 

1" In 1313-14 Peter, son of Peter de la Rokele, acknowledged that he owed to Peter, 
son of Eustace de la Rokele, 100 s (Coram Rege Roll, Trinity, 7 Edward II, m. 4, an entry 
relating to Bucks). Since this reference is about fifteen years earUer than the first refer- 
ence we have to Stacy de Rokayle, it is a natural inference that Stacy was younger 
than Peter. 
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he might have left his native county and have become a tenant of 
the manor of Shipton which came into the possession of his father's 
patron, Hugh le Despenser the younger, in 1322.^ 

The facts in regard to Stacy de Rokayle which I have set forth 
in the preceding paragraph, while they corroborate a part at least 
of the contents of the Dublin MS note, at the same time render 
untenable the theory by which Pearson sought to reconcile with 
the contents of that note the statement that the author of Piers the 
Plowman was born in Cleobury Mortimer. Pearson called atten- 
tion to the fact that there are in the manor of Acton Burnel, Shrop- 
shire, two neighboring hamlets, Langley and Ruckley, or Rokele, and 
that there was connected with this manor a family of Langleys who 
were in the service of the Burnels. Pearson conjectured that the 
poet's father was named Stacy de Langley and that he removed 
from Shropshire to Oxfordshire, taking (from the hamlet in or near 
which he had formerly lived) the name of Rokele in order to avoid 
confusion with a more important family of Langleys who also held 
lands in Shipton under Wychwood.' Pearson's theory has always 
been under the disadvantage of requiring the assumption that the 
poet's true name was Langley and that the very uncommon name 
of Langland was substituted for the true name, an assumption that 
has against it a great weight of evidence. Now, however, this 
theory is seen to contradict known facts, since Stacy de Rokayle's 
family had no connection with Shropshire, but belonged to Bucking- 
hamshire, where it can be traced back for at least three generations.' 
Nor is there any other probable hypothesis by which we can reconcile 
the note in the Dublin MS with that which Bale copied from Brig- 
ham's collectanea. Not only can we trace no connection between 
Stacy de Rokayle and Shropshire or Cleobury Mortimer; we are 
also unable to account for his son's having borne the name of Lang- 
land, which, either as a surname or as a local name, is unknown in 
Oxfordshire or Buckinghamshire. 

• See note 5, p. 45, above. 

' North British Review, April, 1870, pp. 125 fl. Pearson recognized the fact that 
Stacy de Rokayle's family must have been quite distinct from that of these Langleys, who, 
as he shows, had been established in the vicinity of Wychwood forest for a number of 
generations. 

' I have not tried to trace the genealogy of the family beyond Eustace de la Rokayle 
of Wotton. 
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The seeming contradiction between Brigham's note and that 
in the Dublin MS therefore constitutes a difficulty that has not 
heretofore been sufficiently recognized. We cannot reject the 
Dublin MS note as false testimony, for the circumstantial state- 
ments it makes in regard to Stacy de Rokayle are fully substantiated 
by contemporary records in regard to him. Nor can we reject 
Brigham's note as false testimony, for, as we have seen, it is a cir- 
cumstantial statement, is derived from a trustworthy source, con- 
tains nothing that is contrary to probability, and is corroborated by 
the note in the Ashburnham MS and by the fact that the vicinity 
of Cleobury Mortimer is one of the few districts in England where 
we can account for the occurrence of the rare name of Langland. Nor 
should we be free from difficulty even if we could dismiss Brigham's 
note from consideration. In the Dublin MS note itself we are con- 
fronted still with the difficulty of explaining why Stacy de Rokayle's 
son should have been called Langland. The Dublin MS note itself, 
trustworthy though it seems to be in other respects, does violence 
to probability in giving to Rokayle's son a name which has no con- 
nection either with the family or with the district to which he 
belonged. 

These difficulties can be solved by means of a simple hypothesis. 
We have seen that the note in the Ashburnham MS is, on the face 
of it, a composite, a combination into one statement, "Robert or 
William Langland made Piers Plowman," of two partly incon- 
sistent pieces of information. I believe that the note in the Dublin 
MS is also a composite — that the writer of the note had before him 
two pieces of information, one to the effect that William Langland 
was the author of Piers the Plowman, the other to the effect that its 
author was the son of Stacy de Rokayle, and that these two state- 
ments were combined by him into the single statement that has 
been preserved. I can see but one ground for rejecting this hypothe- 
sis; that is, a refusal to recognize the fact that in the case of Piers the 
Plowman we are dealing with a body of texts that may quite as well 
be the work of two authors as of one. 

If this hypothesis is true. Piers the Plowman was attributed in 
the fifteenth century to two different persons, to Robert Langland, 
a Shropshire man, and to an Oxfordshire man, a son of Stacy de 
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Rokayle. This hypothesis, however, though it is far more probable 
than any hypothesis that will enable us to accept Langland and 
Rokayle as one person, is still only a hypothesis. The double at- 
tribution, therefore, that we seem to have is not conclusive proof 
that Piers the Plowman was the work of two men. Nevertheless, 
I think it must be admitted that double attribution is so probable 
as to furnish a strong basis for argument in favor of at least a duplex 
authorship of the Piers the Plowman texts.* 

We have now completed our review of the external and quasi- 
external evidence which bears upon the problem of the authorship 
of the Piers the Plowman texts,* and may sum up briefly the results 
that we have attained. We have found no evidence that tends 
either to prove or to disprove the theory that A' and A^ are the work 
of a single author. We have found some evidence, however, that 
points toward the conclusion that the author of A^ was also the 
author of the B-text, namely, the argument based upon the colophon 
describing A^ as the Vita de Dowel, Dobet, et Dobest, secundum Wyt 
et Resoun. Upon the problem of the authorship of the C-text we 
have no evidence whatever; the latest redaction of the poem may, 
so far as we have seen, be the work either of the author of the B-text 
or of some other writer. 

We have found, however, not a single piece of evidence in favor 
of a single authorship of all the texts. The evidence that has been 
appealed to by upholders of the theory of single authorship has been 
shown either to be hopelessly ambiguous, or else to point in a direc- 

• As to the Christian name of the Bokayle to whom Piers Plowman Is attributed, we 
have (if we regard him as a different person from Langland) no trustworthy evidence, for 
the records, so far as I have examined them, give no information In regard to Stacy de 
Rokayle's children. Possible sons of Stacy de Rokayle are Geoffrey Rokele and Roger 
Rokayle. Geoffrey Rokele, clerk, is recorded In 1371 as having been Indicted for robbing 
a servant of a student of Oxford (Calendar of Close Rolls, 1369-74, pp. 238, 512). See 
also ibid., 1374-77, pp. 39, 320. He is recorded also as holding a messuage in the parish 
of St. Thomas, Oxford (.ibid., p. 320). Roger Rokayle of Mlddleton appears in 1391 
In connection with the transfer of a meadow in Shipton imder Wychwood (Catalogue of 
Ancient Deeds, II, 385). 

« It has been my purpose to consider all of the evidence that is not of a pvirely Internal 
character. It has not seemed worth while, however, to Include a consideration of the 
evidence of local allusions found in the various texts. These are made easily accessible 
by the indexes in Skeat's edition, and my examination of them has convinced me that no 
conclusive argument can be based on them. A, B, and C all appear to have been more 
or less familiar with London, the central midland, and Hampshire; but this fact is as 
easily reconcilable with the theory of multiple authorship as with the theory of single 
authorship. 
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tion exactly opposite to that in which it was alleged to lead us. The 
evidence of the texts, except in so far as it indicates a common author- 
ship of A^ and B, is not in the least inconsistent with a theory of the 
separate authorship of A, B, and C. The evidence we have in regard 
to the author's name, so far from supporting the theory of a single 
authorship of all the texts, is seen on examination to point rather to 
the conclusion that at least two persons, Rokayle and Robert Lang- 
land, were concerned in the composition of Piers the Plowman. 
The presumption that has been claimed in favor of the theory of 
single authorship does not exist. 

Samuel Moore 
Univbbsitt op Wisconsin 
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